
APPENDIx K

SCOPING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced its intent to prepare an envi-
ronmental impact statement (EIS) on waste management activities for ground-
water protection at the Savannah River Plant in the ~deral Register on
April 26, 1985. Interested parties were invited to submit written conunentsor
suggestions for consideration in preparing the EIS during a 30-day public
Conunentperiod that ended on Ms.y28, 1985, or at two public scoping meetings.

During the public comment period, 16
presented written or oral comments;
at one of the public scoping meetings
the meetings. Table K-1 lists the
who provided conunents.

individuals, agencies, and organizations
one individual provided written conunents
and more detailed written comments after
individuals, agenties, and organizations

Table K-2 presents the connnentsreceived at the scoping meetings or in writing
during the public comment period. This table also provides DOE’s responses to
these connnents.

Table K-3 smarizes the topics contained in the conunentsand references the
appropriate chapters and sections of this -EIS.

At the public scoping meetings, DOE presentations inadvertently referred to
the alternative of aboveground disposal as “greater confinement disposal
facilities.” Greater confinement disposal is an in-ground disposal concept,
and the summary of this EIS contains a brief correction of this inadvertent
statement.
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Table K-1. Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals
Submitting Scoping Cements

Designation Agency, organization, or individual Page
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Frances Hart, on behalf of the Energy Research
Foundation and the Natural Resources Defense
Council . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

W. F. Lawless . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sheppard N. Moore, on behalf of Jack E. Ravan,
Regional Administrator for Region IV, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency . . . . .“. . . . . .

Arthur H. Dexter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Beatrice Jones . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ira Davis, Richmond County Property Owners
Association. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Gene Weeks, on behalf of Judith E. Gordon, South
Carolina Chapter, Sierra Club . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ms. DorcasJ. Elledge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , .

Mr. T. M.King . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mary Lou Seymour, representing the CSRA Health
Project. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hans Neuhauser, Coastal Director, Georgia
Conservancy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Dr. Zoe Tsagos, representing the League of
Women Voters of Northern Beaufort County . . . . . .

Honorable Harriet H. Keyserling, State
Representative of tbe State of South Carolina . . . .

R. Lewis Shaw, Deputy Commissioner,
South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mary T. Kelly, President, League of Women
Voters of South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Honorable Richard W. Riley, Governor,
State of South Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

W. F. LawLess . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Table K-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Comn,e”t
““”(be. COnnnent Response

Waste Ma!!agement Activities for Gro. ndwater Protection
at the Savannah River Plant, Aiken, S..th Cav.l ina

Scoping Comments .. the Preparation of
an Environmental Impact Statement

Ai ken, South Carolina
May 14, 1985

Energy Research Foundation
2530 Oevine Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29205

Natural Resources Defense Council
1350 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20005



Table K-2. ScOPing Comment, and DOE Responses

C“,”,,,ent
“u,,,bet’ Comment Response

A- I

A-4

1 am Frances Hart and 1 represent the Energy Research Founda-
tion. We appreciate the opportunity to Prexent Suggestions for
the scope of an Environmental Impact Statement on hazardous
waste management at the Sava””ah River Plant a“d we C.,”me”d the
Oepartme. t of Energy for volu”tari!y undertaking this assessment.

Before making specific comments, however, we would like to stress
the need to view this process within the context of national and
state laws reg.lati”g hazardous wastes. DOE must make it clear
that any selection of alternatives is limited by existing regula-
tory requirements under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, the Comprehensive E“viro”mental Response, [ompensatio. and
Liability Act (Super f.nd) , and other federal laws; by Souzh
Carol ina%s Hazardous Waste Management regulations and the South
Carolina Pollution Control Act: a“d by SRPIS OW,I commitments.

The IJEPA process ea.. ot and must not be used to circ.,.vent these
req. ireme”ts, nor may required actions be delayed pending com-
pletion of the EIS.

Thus, there are no alternatives for closure and remedial action
at RCRA sites other than those specified in the statute and
applicable regulations. CERCLA sites will be subject to the
same cleanup standards .s commercial sites. For other sites,
such as low-level radioactive waste sites with no hazardous
waste co. t.min ation, SRP would be guided by the ALARA principle
a“d its own req. irement. and commi tments towards alternatives to
shallow land burial such ?.sengineered above-g vo.nd storage and
other state–of-the-art tech”ol. gy. Many of our specific com-
ments are, therefore, stated in terms of compliance with these
perti”e. t reg.lat, ens.

we WO.ld e.pect that any Environmental I.pact State.ent ...ld
include, first of all, a ba’kgro. nd description consisting of at
least the following elements:

1. A secti or? describing all applicable laws, regulations and
orders, and potential future requirements: including RCRA,
as amended, S.per fund Reauthorization bills, Clea. Air ..d
Water Acts, Safe Orinkinq Water Act, OSHA, Atomic Energy
Act, EPA radiation standards, and 00E Order 5820.

All alter,~atives Co!,sidered in the EIS are assessed in
relation to applicable regulations a(>d standards. Chapter 6
discusses the appl icable regulatory requirements associated
with the alternatives, including DOE Orders and the Re~o. r’e
C.nservati .,1and Recovery Act, as amended

1( KEPA requirements conflict with other applicable statutes,
Chapters I and 6 of the EIS will discuss the conflicts.

See the respot>se to comment A-1

See the re,ponse to con,ment A-1 The EIS discusses the
status, ir?tent, and potential applicability of reg.latio”s
that are required under the 1384 RCRA amendments, even
though they might not be finalized or issued.



Table K-2. Scoping Comments a,,d DOE Responses

Comment
number c...,” t

A-5 2. A characterization of the existing environment including a
detailed discussion of SRP geology, hydrology, seism icity,
local climate and meteorology, and so o“, This description
should include a detailed discussion of SRP qrou”dwater
characteristic, including i“terco””ect ion of aquifers and
connection of c.”tami nated aquifers with surface streams
flowing off site. All environmental studies by outside
contractors, universities, and researchers should be

A-8

&-(,

3.

A-6

referenced

A characterization of existing waste
treat”,e”t should i“cl.de:

a) a brief history including types
hazardous, low-level and mixed
qe.crated:

Response

Chapter 3 a“d Appendixes A and B of the EIS discuss and
cl,aractevi. e the existing enviro”me. t. Chapter 5 di*’. sses
environmental studies and monitoring programs within the scope
of the EIS. Appendix A describes the geology and s.bs.?face
hydrology of the SRP, i“cludinq the relationship of
9r... dYater to surface water. Documents t,sed to prepare
Appe.d, xes A and B are referenced,

generation and

a“d amounts of ApperJ~i. B of the EIS discusses previously generated wastes
wastes previously contained i. existing hazard..%, low-level radioactive, and

mixed waste sites,

b) a detailed description of types a“d amounts of
hazardous, low-level and mixed wastes currently
9... teded at SRp, i.cludin9 ...tes discharged to air,
surface watevs, land, gro.nd.ater, TSD facilities, and
shipped offsite;

c) anticipated cha;ges in types or amounts of hazardous,
low-level and mixed wastes to be generated in the
rut..e;

d) pr.grams .nderway tO reduce ov eliminate the
9e.er. tiO. .f ..~t. s .S e.p.diti Ou.ly .S P.ssib le. .5
req.ired by RCRA;

Cl!apters 2 and 4 of the E15 discuss the q.a”t ities and
characteristics of hazardous, low-level r..di..cte,e, ..d
mixed wastes from ongoinq and planned SRP operations,
wastes in storage, and wastes from, remedial and closure
act?ons req. iri”g disposal A description of all releases
?.”d effl. e”ts that are C.v.ently generated and “o! related to
the protection of grou”dwater resource, is o.tside the scope
Ot this EIS; however, these releases are discussed in ~
Oeoa rtment of Ener Qv tivannah River Plant Environmental
ReDo rt for 1984 (DPSPU 85–30-1 )

Chapters 2 and 4 discuss majov assumptions on changes
i,>the types or am..”ts of wayte requiring dixposal

Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix D discuss predisposal
technologies to reduce volume, Solidify/stabilize, treat,
and control ha.ardo. s, low-level radioactive, and mixed
wastes. Waste minimization pern)itting requirements of RCRA
are discussed i. Chapter 6; however, as required by RCRA,
waste minimization programs are cor>ti”.ing effovts at the SRP
a“d are not specific alternatives for remedial actions or for
other actions that are within the scope of this EIS.



Table K-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Response,

comment
numb,, to..ent Response

A-10

A-11

A-1?

A-13

%
& ‘-’4

A-15 4

5

A-16

A-17

e) steps taken by SRP to encourage process substitution,
materials recovery, properly conducted recycling.
reuse and treatment, as req. ired by RCRA;

f) result. of previous studies and steps take. to reduce
the volume of wastes generated .at SRP, including
incineration and compaction;

9) res.1 t. of any studies undertake. or program. underway
to separate mixed wastes into hazardous and
radioactive components;

h) CO.PI iance .1th RCRA hazardous waste generator
requirements a“d applicable DOE reg.latio”s;

i] pr.. ide t. the 9re. te.t extent po. sible the
information required by the Hazardous Substances
Inventory section of the S.perf. nd Improvement Act of
1985.

Oescri be the types,” amounts, and source or destination of
hazardous, low-level or mixed wastes, if any, that are
transported o.s{te and off site. Oiscuss compliance with
RCRA and DOE tra.. Dortat ion requirements. Discuss
accidental releases. d.ring trarisportation.

A character zation of current waste storage should

any past

i“cl.de:

al a description O+ the location and contents of all SRP
storage facilities for hazardous, low-level 0, mixed
wastes, including idle production facilities and
u.dergrou”d storage tanks;

b) anticipated changes in types and amounts of hazardous,
low-level , and mixed wastes to be stored at SRP, or in
the number or location of storage facilities, in the
future;

See the resoonse to comment A-9

See the response to comment A-9

There are no c.v.ent programx or Studies for separating mixed
wastes i.to separate hazardous and low-level vadioar,tive
components.

Chapter 6 summarizes appl icable RCRA requirements ?or waste
generators and associated DOE Orders a.d regulations.

Appe.di. B char.cteri.es existi.gh... rs,.s, I...– level
radioactive, and .i. ed ..ste sites. Appe.di. B .1s. discu..es
the history of waste disposal , evidence of past and existing
contan!ination, and waste characteristics. Also see the
rexponse to comment A-1

The final. EIS for waste management operations at the SRP
(ERDA-1537) discusses the transport of waste materials.
Chapter b ot this EIS discusses applicable regulatory
req.ire,.e”ts for the transport of waste material that
migt)t be associated with prop>sed actions and alternatives
Al,. see Chapter 4.

The EIS describes the characteristics and amounts of wastes
in sto. age requiring disposal in Chapters 2 and 4, Existing
storage facilities and idle production facilities are
outside the scope or this EIS.

Anticipated changes in the a,nounts of hazardous, low–level
radioactive, and mixed wastes req. ir]ng disposal are
considered in Chapters 2 and 4. These sections also
describe [new retrievable-storage facilities for disposal of
hazardous, low-level radioactive, and mixed wastes that have
not been approved and perm, tted,.



,.

Table K-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
n.mbe, Comment ResPonse

A-18 c) discuss DOE, S alternative storage plans if storage of
these wastes is prohibited under section 201 (j] of the
1984 RCRA amendments;

A-19 d) discuss implications and P1.”s for compliance with
1984 RCRA amendments concerning underground storage
tanks,

6. A characterization of current wa~”te disposal at SRP should
include:

A-2 1

A–20 a) a complete description of all SRP past a“d present
disposal facilities for hazardous, low-level , and
mixed wastes, i“cl.dinq size, location, and type of
facility, type and amount of waste disposed of, s..rce
of each type of waste disposed, date on which each
tYPe .f ..ste ..s placed in fa, ility, and date - if
any - .. which waste disposal ceased:

b) discuss whether and to what extent SRP facilities have
been used to dispose of waste generated offsite.

The Environmental Impact statement should include detailed
descriptions of environmental effects of past and current waste
manageme”.t activities at SRP includiog the following:

A–22 1. Complete information and .O”itoring data regarding past
waste releases from .11 waste genera~lng! tran$porti”g,
treatmef>t, storage, and disposal facllltl es, ?ncl.ding
dates of releases, amount and toxicity of waste released,
extent and nature of environmental contamination, e.te. t to
which release is ‘Onti. uing, and all other information
required by Section 244 of the 1984 RCRA amendments.

The,EIS, considers only those new retrievable-storage
facll~t,es that comply with applicable Federal and State
req.lreme. ts, as currently defined. See Chapter 6.

Compliance of new. retrievable–storage facilities with
applic. ble,Feder.l and State regulatory requirements is
discussed In ChaDters 4 and 6.

APPe.dix B ..d its referenced documents present the perti-
“E’nt characteristics of existing hazardous, low-level
radioactive, and mixed waste sites, incd.ding location, his-
tory of waste disposal , past and existing contamination, and
characterization of disposed wastes,

Chapters 2 and 4disc. ss waste material for disposal
on the SRP that is generated off site.

See the vesponses to comments A-7 and A-20. The EIS
considers existing hazardous, low-level radioactive, .“d
mixed waste sites, regardless of whether they are defined
as “continuing release” sites,



Table K-2. Scoping Conunents and DOE Responses

Comment
“umber Comment Response

A-23 2. Detailed discussion of effects of each release on Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendixes F through 1 d!sc. ss the
groundwater, surface streams, air, vegetation, wildlife. e“viro,,mental consequences and the methods for assessing the
health a“d safety of workers, and public health and envi ro”nental consequences of the propo. ed action and alterna-
safety. Include the extent to which release has traveled tives. Also see the responses to comments A-7 and A-20.
or has the potential to travel off site. Several of the
streams at SRP dissect aquifer. known to be contaminated;
these aquifers are discharging to streams and the material
is being carried off site.

A-24 3. Detailed discussion of maximum cumulative environmental Cumulative e“vironme. tal effects of the bproposed action and
effects which could be caused by such releases; assessment alternatives are discussed in Section 4.1. Chapter 3 and
must include the following: Appendixes A a.d B de.tribe tk,eeFistin9 SRp environment,

i“cludi”g c.vrent impacts fronl prior haz?. dous, low-level
a) a detailed description of background (i.e., “ot r.dioscti. e, a“d mixed waste nlanageme”t pract, ces.

affected by any SRP operations) concentrations in .11
media for all actual and suspected pollutants, and
current distributions fro. chronic releases fro. point
sources and nonpoint sources i. all media for all
poll ”ta”t,.

b) impacts to vegetation including but not limited to
pollutant concentrations in specific tissues from root
uptake and absorption from the atmosphere: changes in
vegetation distribution resulting from pollutants;
changes 1. phy.lolog, c processes (e.g. growth, ca.bon
fixation, reproductive effort and success) resultin9
from pollutants; physical effects (e.g. , chloros is,
growth reduction) resulting from pollutants;

c) impacts to animals i“cl.ding but not limited to
pollutant concentrations in specific tissues from
bio–accun.l ation and inhalation: changes in
physiologic processes (e.9. . g..wth, repr.d. et,.e
effort and success) res.ltin9 f.o. P.ll. ta. t~:
g~;~;~~; :J[:c;gl ~~;~i..~ ai. 10SS, t.rato9e.1 c



Tabl e K-2. Scopi ng Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
number Comment ResPonse

d) impacts to ecosystems including but not limited to
changes in habitat structure that limit or change
flora l[faunal distributions; changes in energy flow
that might effect flora l/f&unal distributions,
both immedi~te and delayed: changes that might af feet
the species composition of communities;

e) maxim.. health effects that could be caused by such
releases, including the uncertainties involved in
each talc.l~tion;

~
a

&-25 4.

A-26 5.

k-27 6.

f) compare the releases, doses and levels of
contamination discussed above with standards found
i. 00E orders, the Clean water Act, the clean Air
Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, EPA standards,
and other applicable standavds.

Detailed disc. ssio” of any st.die$ or programs underway
or planned to obtain more data on past releases, including
gvo.”dwater m.”i toring pvograms, placement of new wells,
and so on.

Provide for all pollutants literature, data, or
e.perime”tal toxicological data to support pvedic ted
impacts to terrestrial a“d aquatic flora and fauna,
including estimates of accuracy and precision for
predicted impacts.

Aoy facility which must obtain any types of hazardous
waste permit must include in the permit application
provisions for corrective action for all prior releases
of hazardous waste from any waste management faci1ities,
as required by Sections 206 and 207 of the 1984 RCRA
amendments, This means that SRP must provide plans for
corrective action for .11 of the CERCLA sites, req.iri”g
the i“stallatio” of gvoundwater monitoring systems,
development of cleanup plans, and so o“. At SRP, with a
total of 153 identified waste sites, this will be a major
undertaking, Discuss SRP’S plans for compliance.

Chapter 5 discusses ongoing and planned monitoring
pr.gr..s. and studies related to the proposed action and
alternatives,

Chapter 4 and its referenced documents describes the
methods and ass.mptionx related to the assessment of health
effects from radiological and nonradiolog ical veleases.

Chapters 2 a“d 4 of the EIS assess alternative remedial
and closure actions at existing haza?do. s, low-level
radioactive, and mixed waste sites. Based o,, the Record of
Decision to be prepared on this EIS, the alternatives
selected for impleme”tatio. will be defined in detail when
the required permit applications are made, before
implementation of the proposed action. Not all of the 153
waste sites identified on the SRP contain hazardous, low-level
radioacti .e, and mixed wastes



Table K-2. Scopi .g Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
number Comment Response

A-28 7. The atmospheric distribution (miCrO and .acrO. c.le) .f
volatile organic compounds such as solvents must be
add.essed, EPA is c.r.ently .“der taking the development
of air standards for vOC including the compounds histori-
cally and currently used at SRP. Regulations will cover
emissions from point as well as nonpol. t sources (e:9: ,
lagoons, rivers, and se.age and .a$te tre.t.e. t f.c~11tiess
and irrigation systems) Portable 9.s chromotographs
employed with a sound sampl inq plan can adeq.. tely describe
existing atmospheric distributions of VOC’S. Meteorological
model. ..1 idated internally and ..1 ibr.ted to the SRP
region, must be employed for mac.osc ale distributions.

8. Discuss any response, corrective, or closure activities
.“der taken at any of these facilities.

A-29

A-30

The Environmental Impact Statement discussion Of current waste
management and disposal activities at SRp should include the
following as well :

1. Discuss compliance with RCRA at .11 SRP hazardous a“d
mixed waste facilities, including:

Ambient air quality and meteorological parameters are
dis’.s,ed in Chapter 3. Atmospheric releases of
“onradioacti. e s.bsta”ce due to alternative remedial and
closure action. for waste sites considered i“ the EIS are
discussed throughout Chapter 4.

Chapter 1 discusses programs and projects for corrective
action and closure that have bee” approved or permi tted
o“ the SRP.

Chapter 6 discusses the applicable Federal a“d State
req.ireme. ts, i“tl.ding permits for the proposed action
and alternatives considered in the EIS.

.)

b)

c)

d)

e)

M–, F-, and H-Areas seepage ba.,ns;

CMP pits;

the old TNX basin, which m.st be closed as a RCRA
265 unit;

the new TNX basin, .hose, conte”ts appear to incl.de
mercury, methyle. e chl.ride and .ther 1,.ted. sO1vents
a“d so must be included in SRP’S Part B application
.“d RCRA gro. ndwater monitoring requi rements:

the Savannah River Lab seepage basins, which received
waste after J.ly 26! 1982, and so must be included in
the Part B appl icat,on and RCRA gro. ndwater moni tor, ng
requirements;



Table K-2, Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
number Cement Re,pon,e

f)

9)

h)

1)

j)

k)

1)

m)

n)

the L-Area Oil and Chemical Basin which has been
inactive but not closed, and so must be included in
the Part B application and RCRA groun dater monitoring
req.irements;

the Metallurgical Lab basin and overflow seepage
depressions;

the underground storage tanks, waste oil t.enches
and other hazardous waste landfill trenches at the
low-level waste burial gro.”d;

the

the

the

Ford Building seepage basin and waste site;

716-A Motor Shop seepage basin;

Experimental Sewage Sludge application sites;

acid/ ca.stic basins:

b.rning a“d rubble pits;

coal pile runoff containment basins

A-31 2. Discuss compliance with gro.ndwater assessment
req.iveme”ts of RCRA at all applicable facilities,
i“cl.di”q M, F, a“d H Areas. The djsc. ssion Of
compliance must demonstrate in detail that SRP,S
9r...terter mo. it.ri.g ‘syste. .eets the fOll.. i.g
RCRA req.irements:

Chapter 5 discusses the SRP qroundwater quality assessment
plan.

a) minim.. of one .pgradient a“d thee
downgradie”t monitoring wells;

b) wells must monitor the uppermost aquifer;



Table K-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

Comment
number Comment Response

c) dow”gradient wells must be placed in a position
to inunediately detect migration of statistically
sig”fi cant amount. of hazardous waste or
hazardous waste constituents to the uPPermost
aquifer; wells placed more than a few feet from
the impoundment cannot meet this req. frement of
immediate detection;

d) wells must be analyzed for parameters specified
i“ 265.92(6) .“d according to a specified
schedule;

e) If gro. ndwater contamination is detected, a
formal and detailed gro.ndwatev quality
assessment plan to identify the rate and extent
of contamination must be implemented, Regulations
require that within 15 days of the detection of
a statistically significant difference. a
specific plan be submitted which includes:

1) number, location, and depth of any new wells;

2) sampling and analytical methods to be used:

3) criteria to be used in evaluating the data;

4) schedule for implementation

5) certification by a qualified geologist or
geotechnl cal engi neer.

The discussion of compliance should also take into account the
following:

A-32 a) There are many monitorin9 wells at SRP, but there is See the response to conunent A-:{1
little available information about co”str. ction
tech”iq.es and materials. Details regarding
construction and also precise sampling locations,
methods of selecting locations, sampling procedures
and preservation techniques need to be speci fied to



Table K–2. Scoping Comments and DOE Responses

comment
number

A-33

~
.
w A-34

A-35

b)

c)

d]

Comment Response

demonstrate conformity with RCRA, Site geology is
complex but it appears that almost all basins are
underlain by several interconnected aquifers, making
the use of cluster wells necessary.

SRP must do Appendix VIII analyses yearly at all areas which
display qro. ndwater contami”ati o”. There is some indication
at several of the basins, according to the Technical S.mmarx
~ndwat ,, Protec t,on Plan, that co”t.mi”at ion from
substances which were supposedly “ever placed i“ the basins
is occ. vri”g. This, and the fact that there seems to have
bee. a lack of control a“d vt.co~dkeeping regarding disposal
Practices i. the past, make Appendix VIII analyses at all
req.lated aress crucial SRP Types A, B, C, D, and E
analyses collectively do not contain all the Appendix VIII
compounds

Seepage basins at F and H Areas receive or have received
wastewater hazardous because of low pH and co”tami”atio”
by mercury or chrome, Two of the basins are inactive and
should be listed as CERCLA sites. The active basins must
receive a hazardo. s waste storage permit. Because gro.nd–
water contamination f.om the active pits has been detected,
the issuance of a storage permit to these surface impound-
ments does “ot seem justified, a“d a gro. ndwater .Ssessme”t
program as specified .ndev RCRA ,ho.ld already have been
implemented,

At a RCRA facility the clo~uve performance stsndard and the
spill clean. p a“d groundwater cleanup Standards require the
removal of all waste. Thus any inorganic or organic
constituent in total concentration above background should
be removed. The level of existing co”taminatio” at SRP is
not relevant to this demand, nor is there any kind of
special status or exemption afforded any facility in meeting

See the respa”ses to comments A-30 and A-31

Chapters 2 and 4 discuss alternative remedial and clos. re
actions for existing tiaste sites, including the F- and
H-Area seepage basins. Also see the response to comment
A-30

Both Federal and State hazardous waste
either the removal of waste or closure
Each of these alternatives will be assessed for existing
hazardous, low–level radioactive, and mixed waste sites.

reg.latio”s call for
without removal

this demand



Table K-2. Scoping Comments and OOE Responses

Conunent
number Comment ResPonse

A-36 e) A discussion .f rn.Area compliance with closure standard. Chaptev I discusses those approved or permitted actions
must include the follow, ng: being take” at M–Area for which separate NEPA documentation

has been prepared. Also see’ the response to conunent A-30.
1) There are essentially seven hazardous waste units to

consider:
—

the M–Area settling basin

the pipeline from process buildings to the basin

the natural seepage area

the overflow from M–basin to the seepage area

Lost Lake

the overflow from the seepage area-to Lost Lake

the sewer 1ines from the process b.i ldings to
Tim,. Branch

2) The sol.e”t storage tanks behind Buildings 313M and
321M have leaked organic solvents into the ground
and xho.ld be considered a RCRA facility.

3) The M-basin has received effluents which are
hazardous because of low pH and contamination by
mercury, cadmium, chrome, and lead. The effluent
also contains large q.antitie.s of l,sted solvents.
Thus the waste would require ‘more than control of
pH alone to be classified as non–hazardous.

4) The treatment of contaminated gro. ndwater by an
airstrippi.g unit should only be done in accordance
with a hazardous waste treatment permit, and upon
proper certification that this alternative iS the
prefev red o“., Remedial actions $uch as air-
stri pping of organi c compounds from contaminated
gro. nd.ater Mast address micrO and macrO-scale
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A-38 9)

A-39 ‘ h)

A-40 1)

atmospheric distrib. tio”s as well as runoff to nearby
streams and recontamination of soils by VOCS returned
to earth in precipitation and settling.

5) The basin must receive a per,nit and cannot be closed
until a permit is issued,

6) Placing waste generated from cleanup of Lost Lake,
seepage areas, etc. , into the basin is totally
unacceptable. [f any other material has to be
excavated, it should be placed in a secure RCRA
facility. [f the other waste is left in place,
these areas .sho.ld also be considered regulated
units requiring PO.L-C1OSUF. care.

Thereis . specific ban o. const.. ct<o” of ne. hazardous See the response to comment A-30.
waste facilities without prior issuance of a permit.
Since the average time to issue a hazardous waste permit
is two years, and “o constr.ctio” activity can begin
until a permit is issued, discuss how this requirement
will affect SRP,S plans and implementation schedules for
additional facilities.

Oiscuss SIP compliance with veleva.t’commitments made “ chapter 1 discusses the commitments made i“ the L.React. r
,d.ring the L-Reactov NEPA process. EIS.

Discus. SRP.CO.P1 iance with EPA veq.ests made i“ EPA comments submitted on the draft EIS for the restart of
connection with its. review of the L-Reactor EIS, L-Reactor were addressed i“ Volume 3 of the final EIS
including its request that DOE expedite the
decommissioning of the low-level waste burial ground;

(DOEIEIS-0108)

that it halt the discharge of disassembly basin purge
water to seepage basins; aod that state-of-the-art
disposal techniques be substituted in both i.stances,

Discuss ”plans for alter”. tive storage and disposal See the response to comment A-18,
techniques if certain types of waste are banned from
land disposal under Section 201 of the 1984 RCRA .
amendments,
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A-4 1 .1)

A-42 k)

A-44

A-45

A-46

1)

m)

Comment Response

Discuss plans to retrofit existing .urfa:e, impoundments
within the next four years to meet the mlnlmum
techno! ogi cal req. jrements of the 1984 RCRA amendments,
incl.d,ng double I,ners and leach ate collect~on systems.

Discuss plans to comply with the requirement, effective
September I, that all facility owners or operators must
certify that a program is in place to reduce volume and/or
toxicity of waste to the degree economically feasible; for
example, how SRP will conform to the same standards in
this regard as other aluminum extrusion facilities do.

Discuss plans to comply with the requirement, also
effective September 1, that a generator must certify that
the treatment or disposal method used is the best and most
practical currently available method which will minimize
current and future threats to human health and the
en. ironment.

Discuss plans to ~omply wi~h, therequirement that the Part B
appll Cati On Contain . Certlflcat]on that the facility is.i.
compliance with all applicable groundwater monitoring and
fin.ncial responsibility requirements.

Pos. ible environmental impacts and cumulative ~mpacts of all
proposed actions must be described i. detail . ,.cludi.g estimated
cha”qes in concentrations and distributions of pollutants ,. all
media for all proposed actions.

The E“vi ronmental Impact Statement should describe al1 energy a(,d
resource commitments as follows:

1. pvesent for all alternatives in comparable ~nits budgets of
energy and resources comit ted to co”str. ct~on, operat?on
a“d maintenance;

2. pr.vide detailed dOc.men tatiOn tO suPPort unit valu:
assi grime.ts and conversion factors to comparable ..1 ts:

DOE will comply with applicable portions of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, including the
minim,,. technological veq. irements for and closure of land
disposal facilities. Also see the response to cement A-1.

See the resoonse to comment A-9

See the response to comment A-9,

See the response to comment A-30. DOE will meet specific and
applicable requirements of, P$rt B applications ?s,p?rt of the
per.ltt, n9 prOces~ fOr, facllltl es: Fyderal f!cllltles are
exempt from the f>nanc? al respons>bil ?ty req., rements of
RCRA

Chapter 4 discusses the environmental consequences of the
proposed action and alternatives and cumulative e“. ironmental
effects.

Section 4.9 discusses environmental impacts that cannot be
avoided or that are irreversible for each of the categories
of alternatives considered in the EIS, including energy and
resource commi tments.
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3. provide estimates of accuracy a“d precision by which total
commitments for each alternative can be evaluated and
compared.

A-47 1 will close with two final comments. Fist, alth.ugh “source, S~~ the response to comment A-30. Chapter 6 disc.~,e~ <he
special nuclear, and byproduct materials” which are regulated bY status and applicability of mixed waste r.lema king.
the Atomic Energy Act are exempt from RCRA, the AEb definition of
these materials is very narrow, and does not include the
hazardous wastes with which these AEA materials may be associ-
ated. The AEA co”tai. s no p?ovisio”s for managing hazardous
wastes, nor does it authorize OOE to regulate these mixed wastes,
Mixed wastes should be regulated according to the veq. i.eme. ts of
both RCRA and the AEA. Where RCRA regulations overlap with the
ALA, the more stringent standard should prevail 1“ the rare
case where compliance with both set, of requirements is physi-
cally impossible, the b.rde” should be on OOE to demonstrate the
inapplicability of RCRA.

A-48 Fin.!ly, the Federal Water Pollution Co”t?ol Act explicitly
requ+res DOE to comply with all state laws “respecting the con-
trol and abatement of water pollution in the same manner a“d to
the same extent as any “on-governmental enti ty,,’ This req. ires
compliance with all state water pollution requirements, i“cl.dinq
groundwater pollution. Formal authority over monitoring and co”-
trol of all sources is necessary if South [aroli”a, s responsible
agency, the Department of Health a“d Environmental Control is t.
address the SRP waste management a“d gro. ”dwater contamination
problem in the comprehensive manner demanded by the South
Carolina Pollution Contvol Act,

On April 8, 1985, DOE and the South Carol i.a Department of
Health a“d Environmental .Co”trol entered into a Memoranda.”,
of Agreement to cooperate mutually in e“s. ri.g the environ-
mental quality on the SRP. As stated in this memorand.,n,
DOE will comply with specific e“vironme. tal acts of the
State of South Carolina. Also see the response to comment
A-30

Thank y...
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INTRODUCTION

The Department of Energy (OOE) has initiated comments and
suggestions to assist in identifying environmental issues a“d
the scope of an environmental impact statement (EIS) on waste
management activi ties for gro. ndwater protecti on at the Sav.””ah
River Plant (SRP) Public comments are to be considered i“ the
prepa ratio. of an EIS. A“ April 29, 1985 00E news release
identified the 00E intent to prepare such an EIS and included
backgro.”d information o“ the SRP; the 00E news release also
included alternatives for treating waste sites, for building new
waste disposal facilities% a“d for discharging reactor basin
Pur9e water. PIUS the non-i ncl.sl.e l,sting of SUP environmental
issues (1).

The comments herein were delivered i“ draft at the first DOE
scoping meeting, held at the H. Odell Weeks Activity Center in
Aike”, SC, May 14, 1985.

General comments.—.
1. ~ U ~ _ ti In August 1983, a

hotline co”plaint was filed with the DOE Inspector General
charoin~ the DOE with will fullv avoid i.. its ..blic
resp~ns~bility to prepare an E~S for th~ new DOE Order
5820.2, Radioactive Waste Mana9em?nt (2,3). Such .“ EIS
has “ot bee” written, but one is “OW planned fo. SRP
groundwater protection waste management activities (1)
The Department of Energy js to be,congratulated on this
very important and forthright action. Itishoped that
similar actions will take place at all DOE sites throughout
the nation, The ne. EIS .l?.”ned for the Sav.n”afI Rivep
Plant will speak volumes on the inadequacies of”DOE Order
5820.2, a regulation that is a mockery of America”
technology and epitomizes the misha”dli”g of radioactive
and hazardous wastes by the DOE bureaucracy. The new EIS
wi11 begi n to correct the gro.”dwater damage done by the
DOE’S use of seepage basins at SRP, basins still allowed by
DOE Order 5820.2.

Chapter 6 discusses the applicable Federal and State
reg.latovy req.ire”ent$ for the proposed modification of waste
management activities at the SRP, including the requirements
of the Resouvce Consevvatio” and Recovery Act, as amended,
and DOE Orders. A NEPA assessment of DOE Order 5820.2 is
outside the scope of this EIS.
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The SRP is cleaning up one of its 68 liquid waste seepage
basins, the M-Area seepage basin (4). The General
Acco.”ting Office (GAO) has estimated that the M-Area
seepage basin clean-up will cost up to $64 million o. more
(4), yet the Savannah River Plant will be using a seepage
basin when the L-Reactor comes on line in 1985 (5) The Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix f discus% remedial and closure
new EIS should care f.lly detail what seepage basin. will actions at hazardous, low-level radioactive, a“d mixed waste
continue to be used at the Savannah River Plant and For how sites. Appendix B characterizes each of the waste sites
1..9, the contamin.”ts to be disposed of and where, the Co”%ideved, Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix G di$c.ss “e.
estimated contaminant build-up at each basin, the basins disposal facility alternatives for hazardous, low-level
that are clogged to further seepage and are overflowing, rad,oact, ve, and mixed waste, i“cl.ding waste matec ial from
the current estimated clean-up cost for each basin, and the remedial and closure actions at existing waste sites.
rationale for each basin’s co”ti.. ed use. Chapters 2 and 4 discuss alternatives to the continued use

of seepage basins for the discharge of disassembly-basin
purge water irom C-, K-, and P-Reactors.

Seepage basins are one of the sources of hazardous and
radioactive waste co”tami nation of migratory fowl and
animals at the SRP (6) Contaminated animals have been
know” to leave the Savannah R?ver Plant site (6) The new The Operating Contractor has developed a Program for
EIS should quantify this, phe.ome”on by detailing how each Management of Co,>tami”ated Hi Idl ife at the Sa.a”nah River
ba. i” has possibly co”trlb. ted to this means of spreading Plant, which identifies and monitors potential human exposure
contamination, and to where with what extent. The new EIS pathways to wildlife contaminated by hazardous and
should review the steps SRP has take. to prevent the spread radioactive substances. The locat ions, .ontami”a”ts , a“d
of hazardous a“d radioactive contamination via water fowl descriptions of those areas of potential contamination are
and animals from each one of the 68 known seepage basi “s. contained in various reports (DPSP-83- 1008, BPSP–84 -1054,

oSPS-84–1O5 I and 0PSPU-84 -302). Procedures followed in the
wildlife monitoring program are contained i“ DPSOP 271. I

Chapter 4 of the EIS assesses the e.vi r.nmental conseq.e”ces
of the proposed modifications to .aste management activities
at the SRP, including impacts to aquatic and terrestrial
bi.ta a“d potential health effects from radiological releases
that take into account known major path+tays of exposure.
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2.

B-4

Waste Ma”&.enlent Pr.3ctiCes The DOE - ~ ~
E.. iro..e. tal - State rnent (1) state. that a 197~ E~
on the SRP “. .res.lted in the implementation of a waste
management practl ces improvement progvam i“ accordance with
DOE policies and stand ards. cc This 1977 EIS [ERDA 1537)
included many important predictions that have not been”
publicly assessed by the DOE and should be assessed i“ the
“e. EIS (8) Many of these predi~ti~ns have pvoven .rong,
e.g. , o“ the levels of contami. atlon enteri”~ the
gro..dwaters underlying the SRP radioactive ;aste burial
grounds and the radioactive and hazardous waste seepage
basins, and on how well protected the Tuscaloosa aquifer
was from contami nated qro. ndwaters above the Tuscaloosa
aquifer (5, 6, 7, 8).

The SRP publishes annual monitoring reports on radioactive a“d
hazardous contamination at and off the SRP (e.g. , reference

B-5 6) The new EIS should not only assess the correctness of EROA
1537, but should as well analyze the monitoring reports from
1977 to the present. Special attention should be directed to
DOE excess releases on and off the SRP, For instance,

B-6 a) stronti ..-90 released fr.. the F-Area seepage basins has
bee” found to be at a gro. ”dwater concentration over eight
(6) times the DOE Concentration Guide., .r OV,, 40,000
times the EPA dr?nklng water standard, yet “o reprimand has
bee” given to D. Pout , the prime SRP co”trac to,, because of
this excess. The new EIS should detail every instance
where the DOE Co”cent ration Guides have been exceeded. what
correct ive act ions have bee. taken and with what long~term
effects.

8-7 b) The ann.al off plant SRP monitoring reports indicate that
stronti. m-90 in milk samples collected from around the SRP
are within ranges found by the E.vi ronmental Protection
Age.c~ (EpA) (9). 1. a 1984 report, the EPA collected its
o,”.m?1k sampl e near the SRP and co.finned by their
analysis that stronti. m-90 in milk samples drawn fro. near
the SRP are “ot significantly different from other milk

Chapter 3, Appendix A, Appendixes F through [, a“d references
in the EIS document all major assumptions and predictions
related to the assessment of environmental consequences
of the proposed modifications to waste management activities,

The EIS uses the results of SRP monitoring pr.gvams in
characterizing and assessing the environmental co.seq. e”ces
Of the prOpOSed modifications of waste management .ctivitie~
Also see the resPonse to comment B-4.

Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix F discuss remedial a“d
closure actions at existing waste sites, including the
F-Area seepage basi .s

Chapter 4 presents the radiological impacts from proposed
remedial a“d closure actions at existing waste sites,
lncl.ding the potential radiological doses due to
atmosphere c releases
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B-8

B-9

samples from the southeastern U.S (10). However, the EPA
apparently did .o~ review the SRP annual monitoring data o“
str.nt]. m-90 I. m,lk. That data, CO1lected by the Savannah
River Plant, i.di cates that the mean strontium–90 mi Ik
concentrations, along certain wind paths, are significantly
greatev than the mea” concentr.ti.n. in southeastern u.S.
milk data .% p.blished by the EPA (11). One source of the
stronti. m-90 i. milk fvom around the SRP may be the
airborne resuspension from seepage basin releases.

3. w M..aw.e. t Assessments The SRP waste “anagement
practices impr..ement program that started with the 1977
EIS (ERDA 1537) , as announced in the DOE intent to prepare
the new EIS, was stated to also include regular assessments
and improvements to SRP waste management programs (1). A
listing of all waste management assessments, including
appraisals with findings and recommend.tio”s, since ig77
should be a part of the new EIS. For instance, the 1982
Savannah River Plant radioactive low level waste burial
ground management appraisal report, oot publ ished by DOE,
should be included (13). This appraisal report ..s highly
critical of D.Po.t’s management of the SRP radioactive
waste b,,rial .ro. rids. but not ha. i.. been finalized nor
tran~mi tied t; D.Po.; , the appraisa~ report became the
subject of a separate hot )i”e complaint to the DOE
InspectorGeneral (12, 13) The result of that h.t line
compl aint and a subsequent re-appra isal as directed by the
DOE Inspector General , has been to dramati Cal1y transform
operations at the SRP burial grounds (22).

The burial ground ma”ageme.t appraisal report did not
assess SRP seepage basins, but a 1982 radioactive
high–1 evel waste tank farm appraisal report attempted to do
so a“d attempted to asses. the Iong-term impacts seepage
basins would have on the SRP gro.ndwater en. iro”ment (14,
15) However, that part of the high-level waste tank farm
.pp..i.a~ report ... stopped by OOE management (12), but i.
effect, part of that long-term apprai sal wi11 be assessed
in the new Maste Management Activities EIS. The scope of
the origi “al long-term appraisal of the high-1 evel waste
tank farms appears to have been more far reaching than the

Chapters 2 a“d 4 and Appendix G identify remedial and
closure actions for the low-level radioactive burial ground
App.. d~x B alSO characterize. the burial 9?0. nd.

The purpose .f this EIS is to ..s. ss the proposed modifications
of waste management activities at the SRP for hazardous: low-
level .ad,oactivc., and mixed wastes. A discussion of hlgh-
level waste m.”agement activ:,ties is outside the scope of
the EIS. The impacts of high-level waste management activi-
ties at the SRP were discussed in DOE/E IS-0062.
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scope of the new EIS (15) ; the latter’s scope should be
expanded to cover all sources of SRP ground.ater
contamination, including the SRP high level radioactive
waste tank farm and the Defense Waste Production facility
(OWPF),

B-1o 4. OOE Concenlrati~n Guides AS stated in the recent 00E news See the response to comment B-6. Chapter 6 discusses the
release (I) the DOE wants ,’, to ensure continued pro-
tection of groundwater, human health and the envivo”men t,”

.PP1 1cable Ved:ral ,and State regulatory req.ire.ents fov the

However, numerous instances have occurred at SRP whe?e
pr.pos!d mod, flcatlo. s of waste management activities,
~ncl.ding DOE Orders.

concentr. tio”s of radionucl ides have exceeded the DOE
Co”ce”t ratio” Guides (16, p. 25, Table D; 17). Yet, the S
DOE .ppare”tly does not take steps to bring rele~ses into
the environment below levels established by these DOE
Concentration Guides, nor has the DOE cited the SRP con-
tractor when the Concentration Guides have bee” exceeded
(18) This appears t. be incongr.e”t with DOE policy.

For e.a.pie, the 1984 L-Reactor EIS reported that
stronti. m-90 gro.ndwater conce”tratio”s from F–Area seep-
age basins reached 340,000 pCi/L (5). This level of
stronti. m-90 is 42,500 times greater than the EPA drinking
water standard a“d over 8 times higher than the DOE
Concentration Guides (16, 17), Uhe” this was discussed
with DOE, the DOE responded that the contractor was under
no obligation to meet the 00E Concentration Guide for
strontium-90 in gro. ndwater (19), P.tti”g aside, for the
moment, the question of whether the DOE Concentration
Guides themselves provide satisfactory protection to hums”
health a“d the e“. iro”me”t , exceeding those DOE Concentra-
tion Guides assuredly cannot protect anything. Since the
DOE still self-regulates nuclear wastes, it would appear
that these, DOE Concentration Guides ?.fford, both the DOE
and the pr~me contractor a C02Y relationship. The new EIS
should question the efficacy of these DOE Concentration
Guides a“d whether, in the best interests of the public,
these g.idel ines should be replaced with regulations that
bite,
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1. 1984, the federal court removed the DOE8S right to self
regulate hazardous chemical wastes (4) after the largest
industrial spill of mercury occurred at the DOE Oak Ridge
facility [20, 21). The new EIs is a good, first step
fo,.. rd for the DOE to recoup lost credibility, but it must
be strongly reinforced with a cost-efficient, professional
operation that cleans up the SRP environment and keeps it
clean, The DOE can ill afford another cover-up.

B-11 5. Remedial Action Pro.arams The M-Area remedial action
pr.gra. to ma..ge a.d contryl e.istin9 grOundwater
contamination was included 1. the L–Reactor EIS (5) , but it
has not been central to the subject of .. EIS until now,
yetcorrective action alternatives to the M–Area basin
clean up apparently do not exist because remedi.tie” has
already beg.. (4, 51. The new EIS is a fine idea, but it
comes after the fact for deciding the appropriate course of
action for tbe M-Area seepage basin clean-up, and for
ailowing public input into that decision, unless, with the
new EIS, the DOE is no. offering the public this
opport. ”ity. The M-Area seepage basin c1ea.-up .i11
jettison an estimated 30 tons per year of chlorinated
hydrocarbons into the atmosphere at one of the most
populated work areas on the SRP plant site (4, 5) It is
.pPrOPri. t: that the Public bave the right to question the
Savannah R?.er Plant Scientists a“d engineers a“ the
decision to allow airborne releases of these potentially
hazardous chemicals within the SRP manufacturing and
administrat?o. areas.

B-12 The SRP Gro. ndwater Quality Protection Program discussed the
removal of highly contaminated soil and chemical and pesticide
hazard.”. waste froui the CMP seepage basi ns for transport,
storage and disposal elsewhere (7). This remedial action should
similarly be a apart of the new EIS, especially if highly
co”tami nated wastes wi 11 be transported and disposed offsite the
SRP plant site,

ResPonse

As stated at the public scoping meetings, approved and
per. itted rem:di.1 .cti.~s are c.rre. tly ..d.,.ay in m-Are.
(i .e., operatlo. of an a>r stripper sod the .onstr.ctlon and
oper.tie” of a“ effl. e”t treatment facility to discontinue
“se of the M-Area seepage basin) These actions, take”
P.rS.3nt tO Public Law 98-181, are discussed i“ Chapter I
of the EIS. Because these actions have bee” approved
pre. io.sl y and a separate NEPA review has been performed,
these actio. s are not considered i“ detail i“ the EIS.
The EIS considers the disposal of the sl.d9e from the
M–Area effl. e”t treatme..t facility,

Oper.ti.. .f the .ir stripper .eet, .1? applicable air-q..lity
standards, and its operati on has been permi tted by the South
Carol ina Department of Health a“d Environmental Control

Chapter I discusses the removal of waste material from the
CMP pits, Oispo.al of the waste material , c.rre”tly in a
permitted hazardous waste storage building, is considered
as part of the material requiring disposal at new onsite
dispoxal facilities, to be assessed in Chapter 4 of the
EIS.
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Specific Comments

B-13 1. The 1983 technical summary document, b Technical - The EIS will use the most current data available
a Gro. ndwate , W Protec tion Prooram at Savannah Rive.
Plant, Volumes I and 11, should be up-dated and corrected
here necessary. For instance, the M-Area seepage basin is
listed ax non-radioactive instead of as a mixed waste basin.
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STATEMENT OF SHEPPARD N. MOORE
Chief, NEPA Revie. Staff

Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

Atlanta, Georgia

fly name is Sheppard N. Moore and Ism Chief of the NEPA Review
Staff for Region IV, u.S. Environmental Protect Ion Agency,
Atlanta, Georgia. 1,. presenting this statement on behalf of
Jack E. Ravan, Regional Administrator. 1 .1s0 would like to
state that Larry Neville of our General Co. ”.el, . Office is with
me today,

were pleased at EPA to see the Department of Energy preparing
.“ Environmental Impact Stateme. t aS pa~t,O~ the de. isi.n–.aklfl9
process concerning wa>te management act?v,tles at the Savannah
River Plant. The Environmental Pr.tect, on Agency has a long
history of involvement with working with DOE in,the State of
South Carolina and we look forward to working w?th them during
the preparation of this EIS.

As many of you will recall, the issue of hazardous waste and
gr...aterer management WaS raised On n.merOus Occasions durin9
the EIS process on the L-Reactor Restart. but .as resolved
through mitigation efforts with EPA, you, and. th: State. The
EIS will provide a mechanism for thoro.gh a..l Ys~s of reas...ble
alternatives to manage the hazardous waste at SRP. The RCRA
permitting procedures do apply to DOE and ill be .sed tO
establish a Remedial Action pi.. f.r waste management

1 appreciate the opportunity to be here and my primary purpose
i“ being here is to hear what the public has to say. Thank ye”.

Comments noted. No response on scoping required
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR H. DEXTER
3033 Powderho. se Rd.
Aiken, SC 29801

May 14, 1985

Comments at DOE Hearing - Aiken, SC

The handouts that YO. recently sent me indicate a desire on the
part of 00E to protect gro. ndwater resources, human health, and
the envi ro”ment from any adverse effects of waste management
activities, 1 too share these concerns and after reading the
proposed scope of he EIS, 1 .o.dered if it should.’t b, e.p..ded
to include other concerns that - so far as 1 am aware - have not
yet been addressed in an EIS. I would like to cite three such
concerns for your consideration:

0-l 1) Within the tank farm where 32-millio. gallons of high-level The pu?p. se of the EIS, as anno.”ted i“ the Fed,,31 Reoister,
radioactive waste is stored, there are wells “hich draw is to assess the potential environmental effects of the
.atev from the Tuscaloosa aquifer to cool these waste modification of waste management activities for hazardous,
tanks. Several years ago, a new waste storage tank was low–level radioactive, and mixed wa. tes for the protection ot
inadvertently scheduled to be installed directly o“ top of gro. ndw.ter, human health, and en. iv.rime.t. High-1 evel
an existi”q well When the error was discovered, the tank radioactive waste management activities have been described
was relocated 40 ft. from the well and the well was plugged extensively in four previous environmental impact statements
with concrete. Knowledgeable people contend that this (ERDA-1537 , DOEIE IS-0023 , DOEIEI S-0062 and DOEIEIS-08Z) ,
course of action was inappropriate, in that the shrinkage and are outside the scope of this EIS.
of the concrete plug during solidification will produce
ann..l. r voids, i. spite of the best of precautions.
Should the adjacent waste tank leak or overflow there is a
real possibility for the flow of radioactive liquid
directly into the Tuscaloosa aquifer. I would llke to see
this matter addressed in the EIS.

D-2 2) Within the waste-management facilities, theve is an See the response to comment 0-1.
impovta”t waste-transfer line for high-level radioactive
waste that is enclosed within another pipe, or shroud, so
that, in the event of the rupture of the transfer line, the
liquid wo.ld be contained within the shroud. It appeaved
that the shroud was breached several years ago when
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0-3

monitors revealed the in–leakage of water into the shroud
subsequent to heavy rains. 1 should like to ask if this
shroud has since been repai red or replaced and 1 should
like to request that the EIS establish standards for the
shut. down of process equipment when the integrity of
important protective devices is lost.

3) It is said that radioactive materials have escaped through See the response to comment D-1
the expansion joints of the concrete floors of the canyon
buildings, It is further said that this material is movinq
through the soil beneath the b.ildi”gs. Does this problem
come under waste management and should it be addressed in
the EIS?

Thank you for the opportunity to voice these concerns

Arthur H, Dexter
3033 Powerhouse Rd
Ai ken, SC 29801
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STATEMENT OF BEATRICE JONES

SCOPING MEETING
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

May 14, 1985

E-1

E-2

E-3

Although I welcome the opportunity for comments at this scoping A response to previous comments on the role of NUS Corpora-
meeti. g in preparation of the DOE’S EIS on waste management tie. in assisting DOE in the preparation of environmental
activities at the Savannah River Plant, 1 nevertheless find it impact statements was contained in Volume 3 of the W
regrettable that the NU5 Corporation will be preparing the Environmental lmDact statement.
Environmental Impact Statement.

L-Rutir ODerati. n,
Previous public criticism of avan”ah River Plant, Aiken, $.C. (OOE/EIS-0108) on pages

their preparation of the OOE, s EIS indicated their inefficiency M–35 a“d M-37. 00c is solely responsible f.? the p.epara-
with their lack of objectivity. It often appe.r, that the NUS tion and contents of its environmental impact statements,
Corporation discovers what the Agency wants and the. chooses
what supports it. The signing by the NUS Corporation of a three
year, $10.7 million contract with the Department of Energy
indicates there has been “o attempt to dispel public criticism.

The opening remarks of the SRP Gro.ndwater Protect ion The stateme,>t i“ the SRP Gro.. dwater Protection lmnlementa-
Implement. tion Plan stated that SRP’S monitoring and othev iion Plan was based on the monitoring and analysis of
~ctfvitie, ‘,.r. the fo.”dation of a broadly based environmental samples during operation of the SRP. The statement was “ot
program which has consistently demonstrated the negligible intended to be a conclusion on actions or activities to be
environmental impact of the site’s operations o“ the general considered i“ the EIS.
publi c.,’ Statements like this appear to be in conflict with the
National Environmental Policy Act, which, according to the Calvert
Cliff, s Decision, has as o“e of it. purposes, “...t. advise
other interested agencies and the public of the environmental
consequences of planned federal action .,<

Anything that affects the environment affects the general
public. There is little that is negligible at the Savannah
River Plant. Over the years, the Savannah River Plant has built
.P tremendous amounts of contamination, some of which is being
addressed. Nevertheless, the re-st. rt of the L-Rea ct.., a“d “e.
facilities yet to come on line, will add to the existing
problems. The D.O.E. has stated that there IS .0 innnediate
threat of any kind to the on- or off-site population. They have
also stated in their April 1984 report that 82 monitoring wells
have been dri 11ed i” the A(M area f?. management of the
gr. und.ater contaminated .Ith vOlatlle chlOrocarbons. HOwever,

Monitoring programs and studies related to the actions co.
sidered in the EIS are discussed in Chapter S.
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E-4

E-5

according to S.C.D.H.E.C., there a?e presently at least 160
monitoring wells in the area indicating the difficulty in
following the plume of migration, and an increase of 78 or more
wells ;. a year.

In a report of June 22, 1970 by the u.S. Department of the The bases for the prediction of gro. ndwater tvans port of co.-
l.ter ior Geological Survey, it was stated, ,,Although monitoring tami”ants will be discussed i“ Appendixes A and H of the EIS.
wells are of value at the site of nuclear facilities, it must be
remembered that the data obtained from the monitoring will not
necessarily prove that radio”.elides are not migrating from the
site. (This, of course, would apply to volatile Chlorocarbons
or other contaminants, as well ,) In other words, the absence of
radio..clides (in this case, chlovocarbo. s) obtained from a
monitoring system does not prove containment of radionucl ides
(or chlorocarbons) on-site.

Because of the complexity in the flow patterns of groundwater,
radion.elides (or other co”tami”a”ts) contained i“ it could
by-pass the mo. itoring wells, and not be detected u“ti 1 they
have moved some distance from the site. ”

It is for these reasons that the highly prioritized, highly’
co”tami”ated A/M area is of particular concern to me, although
1 have not forgotten other areas. According to the Revised:
April 4, 1984 SRP Gyo. ndwater Protection Implementation Plan,
process water was discharged to Tires Branch and the M area
settling basin from 1953–1982, a period of twenty-nine years.

Programs underway for the remedi ation of chlorocarbo”
contamination of gvo.ndwater in the A/M-Area are discussed
in Chapter I and the relation>ship of gvo. ”dwater to surface
hydrology will be discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix A.
Actions and activities i“ the A/M–Area that are not underway
and that might be implemented are assessed in Chapter 4.

Tires 8ranch contained volatile chlorocarbo.. from seepage of
the settlin9 basin, spills and leaking .nder9ro.nd process
effl. e”t piping which resulted i“ gro.. dwater co.tami”at ion.
The chlorocarbons traveled down Tires Branch to Steeds Pond and
may have migrated into the ground along the effluent route.

E-6 A possible explanation contrary to the DOE’S “plant security” As contained i“ the environmental assessment o“ the transfer
reason for their occupancy a“d control of the Forest Service of control of occupancy and use of lands adjacent to the SRP,
Lands, comprising tracts I and Z--the Talatha Onits which adjoin the tracts of land were originally part of the Savannah
the SRP “ear the Administration Area–-is that migration of the River Plant and the sole consideration in transferring the
contami nated gro. ndwater from the AIM area may be more extensive Control of the land ..s to improve the security posture of
than previously known, and either off-site, or close. to the the SRP. Chapter 4 and Appendix F discuss the potential
plant bo.”dary than the DOE would care to admit. Dr. Joseph migration of gro. ndwater contamination both on and off of the
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Spencer who was the plant, s technical supervisor in 1983, stated SRP, incl.din9 those tracts formerly controlled by the U.S
i. April of that year that the Tuscaloosa aquifer flows toward Forest Sevvice.
Jackson, as well as New Ellenton and Talatha. Occupancy of the
Talatha Units of USES land may make it possible for the DOE to
truthfully say that there has been no off-site migration of
contamination. 1 believe there is considerable evidence that
is supportive of my view,

Theve may be a similar explanation for Tract 3, the Swamp Unit,
which adjoi. s the western boundary of the SRP near the “D” area,
heavy watev are., and Equipment Test Facility.

E-7 With regard to the DOE’S Environmental Impact Statement, most of The potential health effects of alternatives and the methods
.11 [ would like t. see i. the EIS decision-making process how .sed to evaluate health effects are presented in Sections 4.2,
you have figured the cost of SRP waste management in terms of 4.3, 4.4, 4,7, and Appendix I. The methodology of assessing
health effects, andlor the sh. rten~ng of people’s lives. 1 health effectx does “.t assiq” a cost” to health effects or
.ould like to kno” what monetary fig.re you have selected to shortening of people, s lives; rather, it assesses the
represent the value of a person’s life. potential risk of increased i“cidences of cancer.

E-8 The public has the right to expect that this time you comply Chapter 6 discusses the applicable Federal and State reg.la-
completely with RCRA, since lt took a legal battle on the part of torY requirements for the proposed modi fication of waste
citizens, organizations to force the DOE to do what they should “a.agement activities at the SRP, including the requirements
have been doing all along. of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended.

Beatrice D. Jones
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STATEMENT OF IRA DAVIS
Richmond County Property Owners Association

Ladies and gentlemen, we are here today for two reasons. The Comme,>ts noted. No response on scoping required
first is to give these gentlemen the benefit of our thi”kinq in
connection with the up–coming EIS. The second is to hear and
explanation from them of the measures which are planned and
which will be put in motion when and if th. EIS is approved by
00E Headquarters in Washington, 0.[.

1 think sometimes we are too slow to realize and appreciate the
fact that ours is a government of, for and by the people of the
CO””try. 1. some other countries the thing would be done and .e
would be told about it after it was all over. In some other
countries it would be done and, regardless of the risk we would
not be told at all Here, and only here, we are told up front
what is contemplated and asked to contribute our thi”ki”g to the
.nited, effort to determine the danger :o,the e“viro”ment and
determ, ne ha. to keep the risks to a mtn, m.m.

Almighty God, in his infinite wisdom placed all species o“ this
earth to remain for a time and then, in the eternal plan and
scheme of things to pass away and give room for other species to
take their place. M.. may be . part of this scheme - we d. .Ok
know, we do know that we and we alone have the power to dest,oY
the greater part of what we call our world. The q.estio” is if
we have the wits to preserve it.

The best professionals i. our Cou”tryas service have contributed
their special talents to determining the present and future
dangers t. the environment today, tomorrow, and as far in the
f.t. re as ... c.. see W? th any pretense of acc. vacy.

The purpose of the EIS, as 1 .“derstand it, is to balance the
risk against the gain, to determine what if any, other
prec.. t{.. s .eed t. be taken and, if SO. hOw it.shOuld best be
done. Fine! But when the first atomic bomb Ia,d waste
Hiroshima ma” was made a juniov partner by God and given
k.o”l edge to enable him, if he is foolish, to destroy himself.



Table K-2. ScoPi ng Comments and DOE Responses
—

Comment
“umber Comment Resoor.2

No ma”, whether sitting i. the Pentagon or here i“ this room,
can say with certainty what the e.. ire..talal re,.lts .:11 be.
But some of .s k“.. this, others can hazard a guess. 0.. way of
life is threatened as never before by the forces of a Godless
wo.ld that would utterly destroy us to ensure its own
supremacy. The Russians looking down through the bomb sights .“
their Bears a“d Backfires care not what damage they do to the
environment where their bombs fall Their, only care is can they
destroy the war making potential of SRP q.lck enough and
completely enough to prevent it f.rnlshi. g our o.. Ay.ed FOrCe S
with the means to take dreadful revenge for their fast strike.
If they can, they will win and .,n the ..rld With it. If they
cannot, the cost will be 100,000,000 plus Russian casualties,
most of them inside European Russia. >ch losses would
undoubtedly mean the end of the Comm. nlst system, regardless of
the final outcome of the war.

f., make no mistake, ladies and gentlemen, the old saying is
true - nobody ever started a fight he didn, t think he could win.

But, our starry eyed liberals say - and what makes them so
awfully dangerous is the fact that most of them sincerely
bel ieve what they say – we already have enough warheads to blow
up the world x number of times over. True, maybe. But s?meof
those same warheads were made during the ’50s and are beg, ”n,.g
to lose their efficiency with age. They m.st be modified,
rejuvenated or eve” replaced if we are to continue to be able to
say to Mos$ow “Yes, you can kill us but the pr, ce of do>ng it is
YO.r own Ilfe.” That is what is keeptng an uneasy truce and has
since 1950 - the certainty that our destruction would mean
their, as .ell

So let me close by saying this - nothing from George Washington
risking the little band of ragged patriots in the middle of the
Deleware of Christmas Eve to the outcome of the tests at Los
Alamos which ended the bloodiest Confl?ct in world history -
nothing worth doing was ever done without RISK.
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Our task is to determine the degree of that risk, how to
minimize it or avoid it and to go bsck to our own comm. ”ities
a“d squelch v.mors that our great grandchildren will be bovn
with horns in the middle of their foreheads from drinking radio
act, ve water caused by the discharge from SRP into our ..”
Savannah River. The men who work daily with this dreadful power
have as much to lose as we do - in some cases maybe more, None
of them back away. Me must know i{ we will have clean water and
fresh clean air. Me cannot survive without them. But if some
sub-species has reached the end of its allotted time i“ God’s
9re. t sche.e of things it,dies so that free men can live in
progress, sleep at “Ight J. the, r beds %. peace and pass a
bette. world on to their children - then men themselves have
died, gladly, for the same re.sons.

Nuclearpowerfor peace could be the greatestboo”to.a”kind
Sincethei“ve”tionoffire.Nuclearpowerforwarcould
destroy.s, If we are to join other bygone nations on the
scrapheap of history let no man be able to say, truthfully,
that they met theiv fste because of an unwillingness to fight
and die for what they believed in. Nor let them be able to say
that our fate overtook us because, like ostriche~ we stuck O.V
heads i. the sand and waited for the danger to pass.

I q.. te the Father .f our Country. who s.. .s through our birth
and childhood, George Washington said “The best way to insure
peace is t. ,e.. i. eve, prepared tO def..d it.

Let .s prove, to ourselves, to our grand children who, terrified
by false rumors and blinded by meaningless platitudes, “ail
“better Red than Dead ,,,that we mean to be neither. If there
are risks let .. use o.. science to minimize them - then take
them. And e“di”g to the time of testing, q.ibbli”g a“d
indecision is upon .s. The time for action is .po” .s. Let ..
build a“d <trengthe” ourselves so that we c.” say - a“d make it
stick - “come the three other corners of the world in arms
against .s “e shall shock them. AND NAUGHT SHALL MAKE US RUE,
IF THIS LAND TO ITSELF DOES REMAIN BUT TRUE.<’
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Thank you.

lra Davis Jr.
P,,,. R.C.P.O,A
P. O. Box 5631
Augusta, GA 30906
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STATEMENT OF GENE wEEKS
Speaking for Judith E. Gordon, Ph.D,

Nuclear Issues Coordinator
South Carolina Chapter

Sierra Club

SIERRA CLUB SOUTH CAROLINA CHAPTER

TO: DOE Officials, Scoping Meeting for EIS on
Waste Management at SRP.

FROM: Judith E. Go?don, PhD, Nuclear Issues
Coordinator, South Carolina Chapter,
Sierra Club

Re: Comments o“ proposed EIS.

The South Carolina Chapter wishes to express its appreciation
for the opport. ”ity to present connnents on waste management
activities and procedures at the Savannah River pi.. t (SRp)..
1’. sure we ca” agree that the Department of Energy’s
willingness to write an environmental impact statement (EIS) ,
without “outside’, coerc <o”, is going to save all of .s time and
energy, so to speak.

G-l Attached to this statement is a more detailed fact sheet that Comments in fact sheet noted. The EIS discusses alternatives
outlines the Sierra Clubas position o“ the treatment of for the disposal of hazardous, low-level radioactive! and
low-level n.clear waste. In the interest of brevity, this will mixed waste, including above-ground disposal facilit~es ,n
not be read now but instead entered as part of the record of Chapters 2 a“d 4.
this hearing, Our main concerns are outlined as follows.

The Environment.1 Protection Agency (EPA] ha. stated that
gro. ndwate. contamination is a growing problem in the u.S. It
has led to the closing of private and public wells in at least
25 states, O“e of the major sources of contamination is surface
impo..dme”ts. while EPA is, of course, speaking of commercial
facilities, we have seen similar cent.mi”ation occur at SRP with
the movement of trichloro– and perch loroethylenes into the
T.scalo. sa Aq. ife. from seepage basi “s at the SRP. Had 00E
officials been asked about the possibility of such leakage ten
years ago, they would have assured the public that it was such
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a remote possibility that it wasn’t worth a second thought.
G-2 Today there are plenty of second thoughts - how well do we

really understand the hydrology of this region? Are seepage
basins AND shallow-trench burial , for that matter, really the
best way to ha.dl e either hazardous or low-level radioactive
waste? It is becoming obvious that the answers aa)d possible
sol. tions are far more complex than technocrats ever envisioned.

Worldwatch I“stit. te,s paper o“ .ater management (Water:
Rethinking Management i“ an A9e of Sc. rcitY, #61 , Dec. 841
emphasizes the seriousness of the contamination problem, be it
commercial or defense in origin. “AS much as a fourth of the
world<, water supply could be rendered unsafe for use by the
year 2000, ” we in the Sierra Club feel that government

~ ope~at ions have a unique opportunity, if not a responsibil ity,
to demonstrate to all concerned that the proper handling of

w
a

waste can prevent future catastrophes. indeed SRP now has x.ch
.. opport. ”ity to correct many of its past errors.

Along these lines, we assume that DOE officials ill .a. t to

G-3 1. Conform to all state and national regulations that
currently apply to disposal of commercial hazardous and
low-level radioactive wastes. rhis i“cl.des compliance
.ith the Resource Co. servatio. and Recovery Act (RCRA) as
directed by the court decision (LEAf v. Hodel , No.
3-83-562, E.D. Ten. 1984) stating that federal defense
facility mixed’, wastes are al.. subject to RCRA
regulations.

Chapter 3 and Appendixes A and H discuss the geology and
subsurface hydrology at the SRP, as well as geohydro logical
modeling used to assess the alternatives i. the EIS. Also
see the resDonse to cement G-1

Chapter 6 discusses the applicable federal a.d State regula–
tory requirements for the proposed modification of waste
management activities at the SRP, including the req. ireme”ts
of the Resource Confer. atlon and Recovery Act, as amended,
and the status and applic. bil.ity of “.i.ed waste” .e9.1atiOn,.

ii

G-4 2, Consider greatly increase use of ab.ve-gro..d st:ra9e of See the response to comment G-1
hazardous and low-level radioactive waste, especially in
view of the dismal record of such sites as Ma.ey flats, KY,
and Sheffield, IL where so-called safe tre.the, leaked
p,e.at. rely and had to be permanently closed The climate
and hydrol ogy of the Eastern U.S. do not lend themselves
wel I to trench disposal of waste. EPA has stated that half
of all commercial sites are located over thin or permeable
.“sat. rated zones: that over l~d lack proper Ii”ing: that
nearly one third of all sites are within a mile of a water
well that could be affected by contamination. How much of
this applies to defense waste di.pOsal sites at SRp?
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G-5 3,

G-6 4.

G-7 5.

%
G-8 6.

A
0

Scopi ng Comments and DOE Responses

R,.Po”s,

Support new regulations that redefine low–level waste so The development and support of new reg.iations are not within
that, for example, radion.elides that require more thsn 100 the scoDe .( this EIS.
years of monitoring are treated as high-level waste and
handled separately.

Consider all state-of–the-art disposal methods and make See the response t. comment L-1
choices on criteria that first emphasize sufficient
isolatio. a“d safety and then consider costs. We have see.,
what short-term savings have produced - ineffective trench
burial and leaking seepage basins!

Permit effective outside monitori”q xo that the public can Chapter 5 disc. sses gro.”dwater monitoring activities at the
have some faith that things are really working as they SRP, i“cl.ding the relatio. shi~ of monitoring activities to
should, State at,dEPA reqtiirements,

Admit that in view of past proble”,s, the SRP site is “ot See the resPonses to comments G–1 , G-Z, a“d G–3. The Subject
well suited t: Waste b:rial ! and perhaps soother production of a new production reactor is outside the scope of this EIS.
re. ccor IS nor In c“. .es L ]nterests or anyone save those
whose jobs ave tied to SRP. This is by .0 means a
statement that jobs are not an important consideration, b.t
that the health and welfare of the people of this area are
more important, DOE sho.ld seriously ca”sider job
retraining and location for those who may need it if a“d
when the SRP facilities are n. longer needed,

We are sure you ill want to meet these challenges in creative
ways and i. the best interests of all concerned. Thank you.
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ATTACHMENT

SIERRA CLUB
Radioactive Waste Campaign
Fact Sheet

“L.w-Level” Nuclear Waste: Options for Storage

Legislators, policy makers and citizens are rushing to meet a
deadline of Ja”.ary 1986 set by the u.S. Congress (Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Act) when regional solutions to the
‘IIOW-l, V,ll, ..,1,,. waste problem must be in place, The
immi”e. ce of this .“real istic deadline has forced decision
makers to opt for the quick fix, disposing of .11 ,’low–le.cl,,
waste i. burial gro.. ds.

Burial grounds diffev little from garbage-type landfills. Waste
ge.eratOrs bel ieye l..dfi!ls ca. sg.eh.. be mad. tO work. B.t
Lhey are not a .,able opt,on. In moist areas! water r.”off and
.ndergro. nd migration inevitably bring water Into a landfill and
carry out poisonous chem,ical and radioactive substances.

Waste generatorsandthe Nuclear Req.latory Commission (NRC)
consider all ,mlow-level’dwaste the same. But it is not.
Some is extremely radioactive a“d long-lived, req.iri”q
monitoring and maintenance for thousand of years: other waste is
slightly contaminated and short-lived. These “low-level” waste
streams should not be #’disposed of” in the same place, using the
same basic technology - shallow Ia”df ills.

A Sound III..-1,.el II.astemanagement pol icy cal1s f.,

segregating radioactive waste at the point of generation and
storing it above-g ro.”d. !.lhilethe waste is stored
above-ground, we can be assured of no leakage into our ground
water. The waste can be easily monitored and protected.
Short-1 ived waste will decay to non-toxic levels.
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THE WASTE STREAM MuST BE SEGREGATE AT THE POINT OF GENERATION

Each of the different types of “low-level” waste have specific
characteristics and require specific storage techniques.

REACTOR WASTE, which accounts for 2~A of the radioactivity of
‘low-level<, waste sent to burial grounds’ , falls into two
radically different categories. Wet waste which consists of i..
exchange resins and sludges. and dry waste .hich consists of
clothing, rag. and tools. BY volume, power reactors account for
about 50L of the waste stream.

WET WASTE Re. i”s and irradiated components, s.ch as c.ntrol
rods, make up over 97L of the radioactivity i. r..ct.,
,’low–level “ waste. ‘ The nuclear industry tends to talk only
i“ terms of volume when discussing “lew-le.el” .aste. This is
misleading. The radi.. cti. itY, 10.9evitY and chemical
composition of. the material ..st be a. i.te9ral Part of a sOund
waste management pol iCY.

Resins are a media with the consistency Of ca. iar. They are
used to purify the water that circulates around the fuel in the
reactor. Of particular concern is cesi.m-137, which is ..1.,
soluble, and therefore, readily miqrates out of the nuclear fuel
into the surrounding coon. g water. Because of this sol.b~l?ty,
the substance will also readily migrate out of a burial ground.
An average reactov produces 500 curies” of cesi.m-137 per
year. ” with 80 operating nuclear power plants in the u.S. ,
about 40,000 curies of cesi.m-137 are shipped to burial grounds
each Y,,. .

Besides cesi.m– 137, ...hhe. dominant G..P..t.t .f r..ctOr ‘et
waste is cobalt-60. These two isotopes have half– live.,”
respectively, of 30 and 5 years and must be sequestered fr~e~~e
environment for at least 300 and 50 ye. r~. re5Pe. ti.ely.
wet ... tes, bees..e of their toxicity, 10n9e.ltY a.d mObilit Y ‘n
the case of the cesi.m-137, should not be dumped i“ la”df, il..
They should be temporarily stored in bunkers, preferably
above-ground, care fullY mo. itored and s.bseq.e~tly, isolated ‘n
a hiqh- level waste repository, when one is a.a,l able.

“see glossary.
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DRY WASTES These are generally only slightly contaminated
materials that can be compacted: Some of these materials
conceivably could be incinerated because the radioactivity cold
be trapped on filters as in done in Canada (see page 4) The
difficulty with incinerating the dry wastes of the nuclear
reactor “low-level” waste stream is that, if an incinerator
were operating, “clear utilities would press to also have the
resins and sludges incinerated, This would pose an unacceptable
health hazard to surrounding communities because of the large
amounts of cesi.m and other isotopes going up the stack,
material which could not be entirely trapped .. stack filters.

If not incinerated, the dry wastes of a reactor should be
compacted and stored in bunkers,

1S IT FEAS18LE? Ca” the wet waste stream be separated from the
dry waste steam at the reactor? Yes, it is already being
divided prior to transport. Because of high vadiat ion levels of
resins, these materials are currently transported i“ shipping
containers separate from the steel drums a“d wooden crates used
for dry wastes. Current practice is that, in these separate
shipping containers the “et a“d dry wastes are sent to the same
burial grounds, and buried together. This segregation,
initiated at the reactor for transport purposes should be used
for storage purposes as well , as is done i“ Canada’ (see page
4).

INDuSTRIAL WASTE These account for 7TL of the radioactivity of
the “low-level” waste going to b.vial sites. J In this
category fall two large pvod. cers of isotopes for medical and
r?search purposes: New England Nuclear (MA) a“d Union Carbide
(NY) which, respectively, account for 24L and IYA of the total
radioactivity of the nation’s “low-level” waste, Ne. England
NIJClear3S waste is pvimarily triti.m, prod. ci”g 120,000 curies
per year. Since triti.m behaves exactly like water, it cannot
be isolated in a land fi>l This waste should be stored in
above-ground bunkers for at least 100 years.

Union Carbide’s waste consists of .11 the radion.elides
represented In irradiated fuel By no stretch of the
imagination can this waste, which is dominated by the long-lived
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isotopes such as stro. ti.m–90 and cesi.m-137, be classified as
‘01.w-le.el.’$ This is waste, which alo.9 with the res:ns and
S1udges from reactors, should be isolated i. above-ground
storage bunkers, temporari 1Y (20-50 years) and then moved to a
high-level waste repository. By volume, ,nd.strial waste
accounts for about 11% of the total stream.

INSTITUTIONAL WASTE, which accounts for about one-third of the
volume of waste presently going to commercial burial grounds,
consists of materials both from hospitals and research
institutions. These two waste streams are Significantly
different from one another with medical waste dominated by
short-lived materials such as techneti.m–99m with a half–life of
six hours and the research waste stream consisting of long–lived
materials s.ch as carbon-14 and triti.m with half-lives,
respectively, of 5,000 and 12 years. Other shorter–lived
materials are also incl.ded i“ institutional waste. The medical
waste, with less than o“e percent of the radioactivity in
“low_level’c waste, lends itself to being stored in above-ground
facilities for about three years until it has decayed to levels
low enough to be disposed of as r~9.lar trash. ‘artmouth
College has a program (ales’ribed I. detail on page 4) wh, ch
offers considerable promise f.. similar institutions. Hospitals
in cities should follow Dartmouth’s example by using a
centralized storage location for isotopes for the necessary
decay period.

LANDFILLS LEAK

An erroneous assumption domi. ati .g current “1ow-1 evel; .aste
pla””i”g is that landfills can be prevented from le$k?ng. The
history of both radioactive and chemical landfills 1. h.m)d
climates does not substantiate th,s claim.

The unlined dump, and eve” the double liner approach, using a
Ieachate. collection system, have failed in areas of average
rainfall (30-40 inches per year). Experts, such as Dr. Peter
Montague at Princeton University, [enter for Energy and
E“. ironmental Studies have stated.



Table K-2. Scoping Comments and DOE Response.

Comment
number COme”t Response

,’wefound that four state-of–the-art landfills in New
Jersey developed leaks within one year. I think the whole
idea of secure landfills is really a figment of optimistic
lm.g,natlon s.”

The track record of radioactive landfills in humid areas, has
similarly been poor (see box 1). Of six commercial sites which
have operated i“ the United States, three are now closed because
of problems: Ma.ey Flats, Kentucky; West vail I?y,New York; a“d
Sheffield. Illinois. All three have had water infiltration into
trenches, sl.mpage of trench covers and erosion. At each site,
radioactivity has migrated and expensive remedial actions are
continuing. The major ope?ating radioactive landfill for the
country, Barnwell South Carolina, is located in a high rainfall
area. It has not had buildup of radioactive Ieachate because of
the porous, sandy trench bottom which allows radioactive water
to drain out into the environment. Tritium has been detected 45
feet from the burial trenches at B.r”well The other operating
sites, in Beatty, Nevada and Richl and, Nashingto”, both located
i“ semi-arid regions, have apparently not had the same problems
as at other sites.

Leaking radioactive landfills are not acceptable to the general
public, The definition of a ‘,s?.fe” level O( radiation has
changed drastically over time as .+ have learned more about
radiation and human health. Most physicians agree now that it
is the accumulation of low-level radiation doses which is
hazardous. We still do not know the exact dose which causes
cancer, though we do know that there is a direct correlation
between the amount of radiati o. received by h...”. a“d the
incidence of cance r.+

ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE 1S PREFERABLE

Above-ground storage avoids the health hazard of leaky burial
grounds and avoids the high cost associated with remedial action
that, inevitably, will be required at failed burial grounds.
Above-ground structures permit storage in a faci1ity that can be
easi Iy repai red. While, over time, concrete may deteriorate,
cracks may develop, or operational error may cause leakage,
probl ems can be quickly detected and remedied. Above-ground
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structures can be designed in such a way as to provide a double
barrier which can be used to isolate leakage and Pr..e.t it fr.m
moving into ground water.

The nuclear industry and its boosters have fabricated a number
of disadvantages to above-ground storage: cost, .O.per.. ne.ce,
velia”ce .. i.stitut, onal contro l., sabotage, eve. plan
crashes. Many of these arguments, discussed in box 2: are
simply red herrings. Tbe industry, in advocatjn9 rad,.active
landfills, is promoting an “out-of-sight, out-of-mind”
solution. B.t as the operating vecord at three closed sites has
made o“e point ab.”dantly clear: RESIDENTS AND TAXPAYERS ALWAYS
PAY IN THE END FOR LEAKY LANDFILLS.

ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE IS PRACTICAL AND FEASIBLE

Above-ground structure. are being .Sed by utilities operating
power reactors in the United States and Canad a,’ and by
medical and research instit. tlons. The Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) has built above-ground storage modules at the
Seq.oyah N.cl ear P1a”t “ear Chattanooga, Tennes see.’ Several
utilities in the Northeast are designing and building on-site,
abo. e–gro. ”d storage facil ities. Vevmont Yankee in Vermont,
Pilgrim 1 in Massachusetts and S“sq.ehanna i. Pennsylvania are
.11 moving in this direction.

TVA ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE

Presently, the TVA ships “low-level” radioactive waste to the
Barnwell, South Carolina land fjll. Beta.se Of the near-term
ur,certainty of space at Barnwell , tbe NRC approved and TVA has
partially constructed an above-ground storage facility at the
two Seq.oyah nuclear reactors located on the Tennessee River, 18
mi Ies northeast of Chattanooga. The TVA above-ground storage
facilities are not m.ch more complicated than a large concrete
b.., called a module, with special features to collect
radioactive leakage and to shield workers.
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The storage module. are constructed, as needed, of reinforced
concrete with an inner decontaminable coating. The modules are
larqe, rectangular boxes, 34, wide, 195’ long and 19.1/2, hiqh.
The thickness of the concrete floor slab is 39-1/2”, while that
of the caps and ..11s is 24”. Modules for the storage of resins
are almost twice as thick - 42”. According to TVA plans, eight
resin storage modules and five trash modules will be located o“
a 20-acre are~. There are four compartments i“ each module.
Each compartment contains a liquid drainage system and sampling
valves, Any radioactive liquids can be collected aod
repackaged, or taken to the nuclear plant for processing.
Filters a“d booties that are less radioactive are stored in
18.gauge steel drums or boxes The more radioacti ve exchange
resins are stored i“ move rugged carbon steel cylinders coated
with epoxy.

A giant mobile crane straddles the e.tire concrete module,
running alo”q curbed concrete sidewalks on each side of the
module. Module loading/unloading steps, through use of the
rubber-tired, diesel-powered gantry crane, are shown in box 2.
The highest radiation doses are received by crane operators,
though the concrete shielding reduces the levels. Since the
storage facility is located about 200, from the site boundary,
the doses to the public were expected to exceed the NRC hourly
radiation limits while the cover is off the storage module.
Above-ground storage units can be located so that public
exposure ,5 not necessary,

The above-g ro.”d storage facility is of substantial co”str. ctio.
and is expected to remain functional for several decades, The
NRC will however, only license above-ground storage facilities
for a five-year period, This limit will need to be extended for
the above-ground storage to be implemented. The NRC has no
technical justifications for this limit.

ONTARIO HYORO ExPERIENCE

Ontario Hydro operates eight “clear reactors with a total
capacity of 5, 100 NW(e), with an additional eight reactors under
constr. et,.,1.’ The Canadian reactors, called CANDU reactovs,
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are different than U.S. reactors which must be shut down for
refueling every 12 to 18 month.. The CANDU reactors are fueled
while the reactor is operating. Defective fuel leaks
radioactivity into the cooling water. I. the CANDU reactors,
this fuel can be promptly replaced. This means the CANDU
generates about one-half of the “low-level” waste that U.S.
reactors produce for the same electrical output.

In the Ontario Hydro system, there are four reactors at each
site. A central storage area, the Waste Operations Site,
located at tbe Bruce pant near Tivert on, Ontario, will service
all 16 Ontario Hydro reactors.

At e~ch reactor site, the resins are sl. rried into large (three
cubic feet) cavbon steel cyl inders. These sit upright in
shipping containers and ar? sent to Bruce for storage. These
res,ns, along with water purification filters, are stored e~ther
in tile boles or Q.adri cells.

The tile holes are located underground; they are cylindrical ,
concrete storage containers, each of which holds two ion
exchange vesi”s. After loading, the containers ave backfilled
with concrete, A leachate collection system and mo”?to ring
system are .ti lized at the bottom of the tile holes. As part of
Ontario Hydro’s waste management plan, when the resins and
filters have cooled to the point where radiation levels are less
khan o“e rem per hour, the cylindrical container a“d concrete
backfill will be lifted in one piece a“d transported to an
above-ground storage b.i lding (see photo page 5)

Resins ... also stored in Quadr icells, heavy concrete vessels
which are placed i. an above-ground concrete room 8’ by 8’ at
its base, a“d 18, high , similar to a cemetery mausoleum. The
roof is sloped to aid water runoff. The “ails and floors are 2’
thick, and, with the inner concrete cylinders, s.ffic>e”t to
shield workers and to withstand impacts from airplane crash, or
tornado-borne utility poles. Fifteen Q.adr icells are placed ,n
a“ avea about 20, Wide by 272L i“ length. The minim.. design
life is 50 years.
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The Ontario Hydro system for storing resins is clearly far
superior to the U.S. system in which these radioactive, water
soluble materials are dumped in leaky landfills,

Alxo in use by Ontario Hydro are inqround concrete trenches.
These are for dry waste which is compacted and non-combustible
and for radioactive ash that is generated by incineration of
slightly ‘contaminated materials such as clothing and papers.
These concrete tvenches are 10, wide, 10, deep and 125, long.
The concrete lid is one foot thick; the trench walls are
somewhat thicker. The trench slopes ta a sump and standpipe
which allows for water detection and removal

The above–ground storage building in the Ontario Hydro system is
for ..stes with radiation levels of less than one rem per hour.
Both resins aod lower-level wastes in the concrete trenches will
eventually be stored here, This building is a prefabricated
concrete w~rehouse with walls l-1/4s thick and a concrete roof
1/2’ thick. The building dimensions are 164’ long by 98’ wide
by 26’ high. The b.ildinq has smoke detection equipment. carbon
dioxide fire extinguishers and an internal drainage system.

DARTMOUTH CDLLEGE

Dartmouth college in Hanover, New Hampshire produces “low-level<,
radioactive waste in medical and scientific research and at the
College hospital .’ In the past, this waste ... .hipped to
commercial radioactive landfills i“ Richl and, Wash. and
B.r”.ell , S.C. While the volume produced between 1977 and 1982
reo,ained *table (120 to 150 55–gallon drums per year) the cost
of disposal increased by a factor of seven in this five year
pe, i.d.

Like most medical and research i“stit. tie. s, the radioactive
waste c.. be placed into five categories: liquid, solid, liquid
scintillations vials (LSV), animal carcasses and other. For
liquids containing less than 100 microc. ries per liter of
radioactivity, this waste, containing triti.. and iodine-125, is
disposed of i.to the sewer. Liquids containing more than 100
micro c.ries per liter are stored in one-gallon containers within
a lined 30-qallon drum. This waste is primarily iodine-125
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(half-life: 60 days) and phosphors-32 (half-life: 14.3 days),
and 7s stored for te” half-live..

Solid waste, consisting of disposable plastic and glass items,
and contaminated paper, is placed in a lined 55-gallon steel
drum and compacted ~o reduce the,v?lume. A drum tyPi CallY
conta~. s a few m,lllc. ries of trlt, um, sulf. r-35, chrom?um–51
and io<ine- 125, and is stored for at least ten half–lives, or
approximately 2.4 years. After this stov?.ge period, 55-qal lo.
drums containing less than a mill ic.rie of trit,.m, will be
disposed of as regular trash.

Glass and plastic liquid scintillation vials are put into a
lined 55–gallon drum for temporary storage. A shredder-crusher
i. used to separate the liquid, containing tr,t~.m, carbon–14,
phosphor. s-32, sulf. r-35 a.d iodi. e-125. f,.. the Plastic and
glass, Vials containing shorter-lived radio. ucl ides are
separated from those with triti.m and carbon-14, and are stored
for ten half-lives. The vials cent.ai”ing tritium and carbo. -14
below minim.m tiRC Ie.elx and are disposed of as regular trash.

Carcasses, mainly ~ats, are first stored in a cooler. If the
carcasses contain ?odlne– 125, they are placed i“ a freezer for
sufficient decay (5 t. 10 h.lf-li. es). Care.,.!s c0nta1n1n9
minute amounts of triti.m and carbon-14 are inc~n erated.

Other waste from special experiments may co”tair> up to one to
three curies of trltl.m. This waste, managed on a case-by-case
basis, is packed separate) y and shipped to a commercial burial
site.

Based on the production rate of radio. ct.i.e waste and the
management methods mentioned above, Dartmouth College b.~lt a
stora9e building capable of holding 240 drums, with expa. sion
space f.v f.t. re needs. The storage b.ildl”g is a rei”fo.ced
concrete structure 24, wide, 98s long a“d about 11 high. the
walls are one-foot thick, i“..lated and faced with a brick
veneer. To collect leakage, the floor slopes toward the center
where a collection pit is located. With the doors set four
inches above floor level , the room will hold about 800 gallons
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of fire water. A telephone and fire alarm pull station provide
added safety and the building is equipped with heat detectors.

The cost of tbe whole b.ildinq, 2/5 of which is used for waste
storage, was $125,000. Davtmo. th estimates that the yearly cost
of the storage facility, including operating and equipment
costs, are less than the disposal costs at a radioactive
landfill.

As a result of this waste storage program and the short-lived
nature of medical and research wastes, almost .. radioactive
waste is shipped to a radioactive landfill.

CONCLUS1ONS

These examples of above–ground storage show that the technology
is available. Above-ground storage will be resisted by
utilities because of higher initial costs and because it will
require the utility to .ai”t ain long-term responsibility for the
wastes, rather than thrusting the Io”q- term responsibility off
on an unsuspecting state and its taxpayers.

Some of the q.est ions that need to be vesolved are how many
above-ground storage site, should be developed? Should these be
at the reactor sites? What should be the design life of these
facil ities? Should above-ground storage operate in tandem with
a. ir,cine. at ion facility strictly limited to rea’tor dry
wastes? [t is clear that further research needs to be done o“
these questions. [t is also clear that utilities and state
9.ve...tsts ..st break off their l..e affair with o.t-. f-sight,
out-of-mind shallow landfill “solutions.” It is time to
re-th ink the low-level<, waste Drobl em,
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GLOSSARY

Leachate – The soluble Components from waste which leak from
a landfill when rain percolates through. the
trenches. This polluted liquid is called
leachate.

Curies – A unit which measures radioactivity equivalent to
37 billion disintegrations per second.

Hal f-1ife - A period .f tie .eq. ired f.r. the qi. i.te9r?ti0n
of half of the atoms i“ a rad,oact:ve mater, al

—— .. _
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STATEMENT OF MS. DORCAS J ELLEDGE

1 live in Columbia, South Carolina, I am a native South comments noted. No response on scoping required.
Carolinian and have been concerned for some time about the
environmental quality that we are presently living in and what
we are leaving ...livg.leavieavi .g future generations.

1°.realglad that the Federal Government finally decided that
the SRP was not the fifty-first state, but is a part of the
State of South Carolina, which is a part of the United States of
America. 1 wondered fov sometime when they would come to that
decis, o”.

I attended the hearings on the L-Reactor, and I was disappointed
the DOE decided not to come UP with the best solution to the
problem concerning Steel Creek and the cooling towers. They had
a choice, but due to time, so they said, and money, not the best
solution did they do. This was a disappointment. 1 hope and
Pray that DOE, with the,encouragement and insistence of EPA,
will get the best sol.t,on to the problems of gro.ndwater,
possible gro.ndwater contamination, and that already contami-
nated, for the Savannah River Plant. 1 think it’s time that
the health and safety of South Carolinians and, in this case,
Georgia”s, too, take pvior, ty over t,me and costs. There
comes a time of reckoning.

Potable water is essential to life. Y.. can, t live without
it. No living thing can. So, 1 hope this will be a consid-
ratio”, and the first consideration of 00E and EPA, who will
be “.rki.q .ith then. we are South Carol i.ians who have been,
really, put upon, maybe by our o.” will ignorance, whatever
you want to call it, but I would find it reprehensible if OOE
compromised the health and safety of the people of South
Carolina on th~s issue of gro.ndwater contamination. 1 am not a
scientist, 1 have, for thirty years, been a nurse, and dealt
with health and sickness and death. Please do what is best in
the interest of health and safety for the citizens of South
Carolina, and 1 appreciate this opportunity to speak with you.




